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Kir Rocjrigo's fifth gracje English 
class in Buenos Aires, Argentina 
uses Tvp Magazine to learn 
about the ujorlcj. 


Last month, we received some great (even fantastic) feedback for 
TVP Magazine from some of the world's most important creatures - 
human children. To be more specific, a group of 10 year old homo 
sapiens from a school in Argentina, where their English teacher 
(Rodrigo) educates them from TVP Magazine content. 


dick the photos to enlarge 









As you can see, they enjoy the magazine a Lot, and we could not be 
more happy to Learn that from them, as chiLdren are sponges for 
knowLedge. I remember when I expLained the Venus Project to a 13 
year oLd a few years ago, and I was describing to him a worLd without 
money, without mandatory schooLing, no jobs, no countries, etc. and 
he was very curious about it, asking about a hundred questions 
without rejecting the idea. "How wiLL we buiLd buiLdings?", he asked. 
"I wouLd Like to Learn about atoms and gaLaxies if I were not to go to 
schooL every day", he Later said. 

Tiny humans get 'encuLturated' and rapidLy become a mirror of the 
environment they are exposed to. This is not a bad thing, as it is very 
usefuL for quickly Learning new knowLedge and skiLLs, and this partly 
defines us as humans, allowing us to construct complex buiLdings, 
and Learn complex language, because we are very good 'copy 
machines'. But that also means that minding the culture (our 
external environment) is crucial for developing saner creatures. The 
more dumbed-down the environment is, the more..., well, you get 
the idea. 

This is why it is so important to teach children about new ideas, as 
they have no reason to reject them. There aren't many children 
thinking of a question as being ridiculous. "Why is the ocean blue?" 
or "Why do we grow?" These are wonderful questions that children 
ask without ever feeling 'dumb' about it. How many grown-ups do 
you know who have no understanding of why the ocean is 'blue', but 
yet feel ridiculous asking this question? I bet many! 

We think it is very important to teach chiLdren about The Venus 
Project direction, so they grow up exposed to different ideas about 
how we can organize the world-wide societies that we observe 
today: It's very important to ask questions such as how we can 
eliminate poverty, remove the need for wars or reduce violent 
behavior, and actively seeking answers to them. These 'skills' are a 
must for anyone who thinks that we have the ability to improve the 
world we Live in. 



Thank yoq ; Rocjrigo, for yoqr 
efforts in presenting articles 
from Tvp Magazine to the 
'little' homo sapiens you 
educate :). 


And for you 'Little' creatures, we want to Let you know that 
even if you are not yet aware of this, the 'big' creatures (your 
parents, grandparents, teachers, and alL grown-ups) will rely 
on your generation, and generations to come, to bring about 
'smart' changes that improve the world we live in. We are 
more than 7 billion humans on this planet, but it only takes 
small percentage of 'smart' ones to make the world a place 
where human beings Live, enjoy, relax, help others, help 
improve society, and take advantage of their marvelous 
brains. 

There are many, many people who are needlessly suffering 
today, and we can all work together to help them, to help 
ourselves and to preserve this extraordinary place we call 
Home - Earth. 

If you would like us to make any special article, or if you 
have any questions, please use this form to write down your 
thoughts and send them to us. We will happily reply. 







Competition and 
Cooperation, Curiosity and 

Motivation 

by tio 


What drives people to... well, do 
something? Some insist that people 
are born competitive, some say that 
cooperation is better for learning 
and progress, some suggest that 
what really motivates people is 
autonomy, mastery and purpose. But 
what if we are being blinded by the 
language we're using and none of 
these are true, or maybe they all are, 
or could it be much more complex 
than that? 

In this article, we will try to look 
more closely at these notions, and 
also to try to understand what is 
meant by 'curiosity'. 

I/I Je leave aside the 'obvious' subtopic 
of sports and games, as that will 





Competition 


While many may think competition is helpful, and 
others may argue that it's a non-productive 
approach, let's see if any of that holds true. 


















70 years ago, two powerful tribes (US and Russia) that were in conflict 
due to scarce resources, bad parenting (education and enculturation) 

:), and overall environmental factors, recognized an advantage to living 
on a sphere along with gravitation and combustion engines. That is, 
they realized that it was possible to put 'machines' in the sphere's 
orbit; machines that could 'spy' on the other tribe(s) and perhaps bring 
other advantages to the tribe that 'owned' the machines. 

The challenge to accomplish that was huge, due to the complicated 
nature of nature: velocity and mass, energy and fuel, gravity and 
weather. Couple that with the fact that, back then, the best computer 
was less sophisticated than the computer-controlled stop/start/ 
defrost buttons in modern-day toasters, and you can realize some of 
the challenges they faced. 






In 1940, via the power of competition, the US and Russian tribes 
rushed to send the first unmanned satellite into orbit, the first animal 
into space, and then the first man (another animal) into space. This 
space race was not hidden. On the contrary, it was understood by all. 

The Russian tribe had beaten the US tribe at putting the first satellite 
into orbit, the first animal, and then a man in orbit, so the US tribe felt 
the 'need' to be the 'first' to put a man on the Moon. The race was a 
crazy and perhaps laughable one, as both tribes wanted to become the 
first to do 'something'. At one point, they were competing on putting 
the first woman in space. Perhaps they should have gone further and 
tried to be first at putting an elephant into space, or a whale. 



The fire of their competition was most intense 
between 1957 and 1970, and in that short 
amount of time, a progression of flights were 
performed, coupled with the first landing of 
two humans on the rock that we call the 
"Moon", where they proudly 'stabbed' it with 
their tribe's stick (flag) so that all of Earth's 
creatures and any extraterrestrial life to know 
that they were there first. 





* * 

Graduating from primitive 'airplanes' that could barely fly on Earth to 

sending and returning people-to and from-the Moon in just 40-50 years 

(relying on the computational power of a. modern 'toaster'j seems like a 

great achievement. It is true that they sparked huge technological and 

scientific developments during this race (improved engines, materials, 

new computer structures and software, etc.). 
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However, as a direct result of the intense artificial pressures of the race, 
people and other.animals died in rushed attempts (that could be avoided) 
to become the 'first' to .accomplish various challenges. Two-thirds of the 
many species of monkey^, as well as other creatures- used in test flights 
, by the US tribe, died. The Russian tribe also sacrificed a few dogs and 
other creatures.(source)(infographic) . r " 
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The human creatures were always at huge risk and huge stress due to the 
competition. The Russian tribe aborted some well-thought engineering 
plans in favdr of a more sophisticated rocket that could carry people into 
space, and demanded for an older model to be quickly modified to- 
squeeze 2-3 men into’-it, so that they could become the first to put 
humans into orbit. The astronauts could npt even wear spacesuits for this 
flight because of the lack of space inside the spacecraft. 
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On another flight, Alexei Leonov, who performed "the first 
, spacewalk", had serious difficulties getting back into the 

spaceship because of the spaceship's size. *A few people lost their 
lives due to governmental pressures to 'move faster' to prove . 
themselves better than the other tribe(source), not to mention the 
stresses that many complained about for the duration of the race, 
the job-slavery, and the many resources that were wasted that, 
under a more cooperative effort, perhaps could have been 
avoided. * * 



IF THEY WOULD HAVE COLLABORATED, 
PERHAPS NO LIFE WERE TO BE LOST, NO 
RESOURCES WASTED AND MAYBE MORE 


• PROGRESS HAVE BEEN MADE. 
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Wars are usually what drive a lot of 
technological development, and even 
scientific progress, as wars represent the 
ultimate competition for making killing- 
machines. 




As an example: humans were able to develop 
the first atomic bombs only a few years after 
the atom was first properly described, and still 
not that well understood.(source) They were 
able to do that in an extraordinary short 
amount of time, again, because of competitive 
pressures driven by the wars at that time. As 
a result of the pressures of wars, new 
communication devices were invented, new 
kinds of materials, and even new branches of 
science. But competition is not the entire 
'drive' of wars. 












People do not build all these 
technologies to be 'better' than the 
other side. It is much more about fear, 
slavery through 'jobs', patriotism, lack 
of resources and so on. 

People develop all of these innovations 
because they have been taught to fear 
the other tribes; they are slaves to a 
monetary system and, even if they 
oppose national decisions to go to war, 
they can't do anything about it; because 
they are raised to 'love' their country 
and to devote their time and life for 
"IT"; and sometimes because their 'side' 
lacks resources that the other tribe has. 













To limit ourselves to thinking of 
wars as drivers of innovation 
through competition is to 
ignore the coercion, the fear, 
and the stupidity that pushes 
wars to be created and 
escalated. In wars, lives are 
lost, resources are wasted on 
building killing machines 
instead of'helpful' machines 
and, in the end, they solve 
nothing other than promoting 
fear and creating more 
enemies. 

THESE SHOULD ALSO BE 
CONSIDERED. 
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To say that wars drive innovation 
without mentioning the problems it 
creates, is like saying that death is 
what drives innovation in medicine. 
It's true to a point, but that is not 
what you would want as the primary 
drive for progress in medicine. 





WARS CANNOT JUSTIFY THE PROGRESS, AS 
DYING IS NOT JUSTIFYING THE 'NEED' FOR 
MEDICAL DEVELOPMENT. PROGRESS CAN BE 
ACHIEVED BY DIFFERENT DRIVERS AS I WILL 
SHOW YOU. 



Today, we are all competitive in one way or another: from jobs to 
partners, sports to business, we are taught to compete for mostly 
everything. And this is all due to a mix of environmental and 
educational drivers. Of course you want to be promoted to a higher 
function. Your payment would be higher and you can barely pay for 
your rent with your current pay, therefore you will compete for that 
job. 

You are living in a world of scarce relationships, goods and services, 
all due to lack of access because of a lack of money. You might 
compete for a partner against other people (by making yourself 
'pretty', more cool, or whatever), but that's only because you only 
have access to a relatively small number of people, due to the fact 
that you don't have the freedom and means to travel and meet new 
people. 



In this case, competition is the result of scarcity, as people 
compete to get that 'juicy fruit' that not many have. It is also a 
result of education, where people are taught from a very young age 
to compete, and that is reinforced throughout their lives within the 
monetary system. 

There is no doubt that competition in schools, groups, and society 
as a whole creates stress, losers, fear, a forced race that can blur 
attention and create rushed and dangerous decisions, the wasting 
of resources and energy as many groups duplicate work on similar 
projects, and much more. 

How can you improve and become better if your 'progress' 
depends entirely on those that you compete with? How might the 
other side limit your abilities? And is it 'healthy' to win at the 
expense of others losing? These and many other questions should 
be asked when anyone thinks that competition is good. 


Cooperation 


Can we achieve technological and scientific 
achievements, or achievements of any kind, 
without competition? 






Man initially placed many machines into Earth's orbit mainly 
via a competitive race, but then managed to progress well 
beyond that, and even build a permanent space station for 
humans to live in, only through cooperation. 

The International Space Station (ISS) is an example of how 
cooperation between many tribes can create such complex 
machinery, the biggest man-made object currently in space. 
Ironically, or not, the same two tribes (US and Russia), plus a 
few others, decided to collaborate this time to build a 
sustainable project that has been fully operational for 17 
years. From scientific experiments to ongoing technological 
developments due to living in microgravity, or the need to 
invent better rockets to reach the station and the development 
of better modules, all of this is continuously proving how 
cooperation is not only progressive, but sustainable.(source) 

Multiple space missions have been made since the 'great race 
of the 50s' and most have been collaborative projects 
between tribes. A recent example is a daunting mission to 
land a spacecraft on a comet, which is almost as crazy as trying 
to land a mechanical fly on a moving bullet. The entire mission 
is well described in this documentary. 














Looking at the atom again, the 
collaborative project to understand the 
structures that underlie the atom (LHC) 
dwarfs both in complexity and importance 
the competitive race that brought 
humanity the horrific atomic bomb. The 
LHC is the biggest and most complex 
machine ever built by humans, spanning 
over 27 km (17 mi) in circumference, with 
the help of over 10,000 scientists and 
engineers from about 100 tribes. 

They use incredibly powerful magnets, 
supercomputers and super precise 
instruments that are capable of smashing 
atoms together to figure out what they are 
made of. It may sound simple, but it is like 
smashing 2 garbage trucks together and 
trying to figure out exactly what happened 
at all moments during the collision. It is 
not like finding a needle in a haystack, it is 
like finding a piece of a slightly different 
kind of hay in a haystack. It's an extremely 
complex challenge. I recommend this 
documentary to better understand the 
complexity of this project. 
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As a side note, the scientist who proposed 
the existence of the Higgs boson (a very 
important and elusive particle that is 
thought to give mass to all other particles), 
did not take credit for discovering it. 

At LHC's particle discovery announcement 
event, he referred reporter's questions to 
the huge LHC team, acknowledging that he 
could not have any detailed description of 
the finding or details of the particle, 
although he originally proposed its 
existence. This clearly demonstrates how 
humility and collaboration can bring about 
previously unimaginable discoveries. 
Imagine this scientist 'patenting' his theory, 
or keeping it for himself to 'spark' 
competition on finding the particle. 

Imagine that competition spurring multiple 
groups to build hundreds of LHC-type 
machines that take a long time and many 
resources to build, just to be 'the first' team 
to discover it. But yet humans build 
thousands of car models, millions of food 
types and buildings, and many more 
different electronic circuits, devices, and 
software programs, all with similar 
functionality. So much waste. 












IF PEOPLE WERE TO STOP 
COLLABORATING ACROSS THE 
MANY FIELDS OF SCIENCE, WE 
WOULD HAVE NO PROGRESS. 

Imagine biologists not revealing their 
findings to physicists because of some 
imagined competitive race. That 
would quickly bring about the end of 
our species. Yet Apple will not 'reveal' 
a new battery technology to Google, 
because they are in competition. 

We are generally taught to believe 
that competition is what brings 
progress. Even if that is true in cases 
like the early part of the space race, 
the same progress, if not much more, 
is also exemplified in cooperative 
projects. So, if we are able to fuel 
significant progress with cooperation, 
why risk stress, rushed decisions, and 
waste of resources through 
competition? 

















The concepts of competition and cooperation cannot 
fully reflect the totality of all situations. We cannot 
properly define these two terms as isolated, as there 
may be cases in which those who seem to cooperate 
might internally have a sort of competitive agenda, 
while some who seem to be competing might 
understand the race as a joint venture, a sort of 
cooperation toward a greater goal. 


Example: There may be scientists working at the LHC 
and cooperating with others, but in the back of their 
heads, they may want to be the first in making a 
breakthrough, even if that breakthrough may only be 
publicly recognized as a group breakthrough. On the 
other hand, there are people 'competing' for money, 
as in the case of X Prize, where a problem is laid out 
and whoever produces the best solution wins 10 
million dollars. As the man behind X Prize has said 
many times over, there are teams out there that 
invest more money than the prize itself, just trying to 
win the competition, while there are also teams that 
only join because they want to solve that particular 
problem, without caring about the prize. 






















Therefore it is not so simple to think that we can 
properly define competition or cooperation. 
What is certain is that sharing information with 
others and helping each other would help us to 
progress faster and more reliably, while the 
alternative can be disastrous. 
































This is illustrated by a real story: On a tiny island, two tribes managed to 
build over 1000 tall statues in a competition that ended their societies. 
The two tribes, driven by superstition and competition, thought that 
building more numerous and taller statues of a particular kind would 
prove them better than the other tribe and would help them with their 
local problems. They wasted a lot of human labor and resources, with far 
too much energy lost. Agricultural yield wasn't productive enough? They 
built a statue, thinking that would help them. Experienced a drought? 
They'd build another statue. 

They ended up cutting down all of their trees, making it impossible to 
build canoes for fishing. As a result of the environmental devastation 
they caused, various lifeforms went extinct that their food cultivation 
depended on, so they also ruined their crop yields by their actions. Their 
food supply continually reduced until they eventually lost order ended 
up killing each other or dying of starvation and exhaustion. Their blind 
competition brought about the end of their existence.(source) 
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We should pay careful attention as we, the 'modern and sophisticated 
ones', may not be far from that. We build taller and taller buildings to 
support our own superstitions and to show off power; we make thousands 
of proprietary models of the same products using the excuse that ‘this is 
how business' works; and we created a system that demands infinite 
growth, billions of consumers, on a finite planet. We are seeing too many 
examples of the negative effects of such a competitive society, but we 
seem to be blind to all of this and keep on doing the same things. 

If we were to try to define these two notions (competition and 
cooperation) in summary, then we might say that competition brings out 
the "beast" in us, while cooperation brings out the "best" in us. 



Motivation 


It really doesn't matter how we define competition or 
cooperation. In the end, it's all about what 
motivates people to do something. But to do what? 
To kill? Have sex? Rape? Sing? Get drunk? Watch 
cartoons? Fix their car? Look at the stars?.... 























There is a video that presents some psychological experiments that seem 
to show that what motivates us most is autonomy, mastery and purpose. 
Although this video has likely been shared with you many times across 
various TVP social networks, and while I agree that it presents some very 
interesting results that seem legitimate, I have to disagree that it 
represents core ideas that apply to all humans. 

You see there are so many people in the world that saying that there are 
some notions/drivers that motivate all of them (even most of them) may 
be too much of an assumption. I know people who want instructions, a 
schedule and someone to tell them what to do, or else they cannot work 
(even if the work is 'creative', like painting or writing). I also know people 
that do a pretty good job at whatever they do without wanting to master 
their skills (there are many people who play games without wanting to 
become better at it, or play guitar without wanting to 'master' the skill). 

The world itself is the perfect example where people mostly do not work 
for the sake of purpose alone because of the monetary system, but for the 
money they make, and there are plenty of 'artists' that look forward to 
their paycheck and become better at what they do because of it. The 
opposite is also true, so it cannot be an exact thing. 





We are talking about what drives people to do what they do. 
And that is a very complex series of events that can only be 
described by: people do whatever they feel motivated to do 


and their motivations are created by the culture they live in 


(their entire life experiences). That's how blunt it is. 


This is why, when one is well-exposed to science and research, 
they will be motivated by the research or scientific inquiry itself, 
and not by a prize. Most scientists do not want to win a Nobel 
prize - they enjoy their research. If they are influenced by 
today's monetary-driven culture, they may not be able to 
accomplish much without a monetary incentive. Or if they are 
from a religious background, their motivation may be because 
they are afraid of the 'Devil' or because they want to satisfy 
their 'God'. 

A very good point that the video provides is that people prefer 
autonomy when it comes to creative work. If you are trying to 
accomplish a 'creative' work under stress (your boss, your 
financial situation, a strict deadline), you cannot focus clearly 
enough on what you are trying to achieve. 







If there are 20 people on a deserted island who are all well-educated in 
regards to science and they deduce that cooperating to build a boat will help 
all to get off of the island, then they will probably cooperate (but perhaps 
only under those circumstances). On the other hand, even though all of them 
have a scientific education, their backgrounds may be widely different from 
one another, leading to a plethora of conclusions like: kill the others and eat 
them, build a shelter, pray to one or more gods, desalinate ocean water for 
their use, and so on. 

Many interactions would occur between them and we might be inclined to 
label them as being 'cooperative' or 'competitive'. However, they are far 
more complex than that, as each is triggered by the shared situation, plus all 
that's going on within each of the people's 'heads' (their personality, which 
was created by the their entire life experiences). 



The primary take-away here is that what motivates 
people is just what motivates people. The 
significantly positive thing to recognize about this is 
that people can be motivated by a wide range of 
'motivators', such as helping others, improving 
society, and so on, while the less stress you put on 
people, the better they will be able to focus on what 
they want to do. 












Curiosity 

I am inclined to suggest that all children are 
born curious, but the more I look into this 
assumption, the more I realize that I might be 
fooled by the language we use. 


/ 


/ 

# 

i 


/ 


d 









If we imagine a one year old human baby in a room, crawling on the 
floor and surrounded by objects (toys, chairs, etc.), then we may 
project that this child will play with the toys, touch the chair, put a 
bug that crosses in front of him in his mouth, etc.. And we may be 
right. However, a kitten, puppy, or other kinds of very young animals 
may do the same. 

From birds to snakes to fish, they all react to varied stimuli such as 
light, sound, heat, movement, etc.. So, what is so different about a 
human child that we label so many of its responses and reactions as 
curiosity? Why does a human baby understand complex language or 
is eventually able to ask complex questions? 



First of all, the human brain may be the most complex brain we're 
aware of, but it is not a unique organ. It's basically a collection of 
neurons (cells), where the more neurons there are and the more 
neural connections there are between them, the more associations 
any brain can make. 


If you raise a human baby alongside a chimpanzee baby (which has 
a brain somewhat similar to humans) in the same environment, you 
will get different kinds of reactions from them. Even if both are 
exposed to a similar environment, the chimpanzee and the human 
will not develop the same, and this seems to be mainly because of 
differences within their brains. Humans have 4-5 times more 
neurons than chimpanzees, so they are able to make more 
connections. There are also significant differences in brain 
structure between the two that may provide huge influences on 
how they behave.(source) 


Just imagine how differently things appear to a person with brain 
damage who cannot read, or speak or remember things. Check out 
this video of a 19 year old girl struggling to talk or read after a 
brain stroke. If a brain stroke that kills off a relatively small number 
of brain cells can have such a huge impact on a creature's 
personality, consider again the huge difference between a 
chimpanzee brain and a human brain. 


Even more than that, the overall anatomy of a creature can allow it to 
develop a more complex language set, or to perceive 'reality' in a more 
sophisticated way. For example, imagine having more sensitive sensors 
for a given 'sense' function, and many more of them. A dog's sense of 
smell is 100,000 times more sensitive than our own. So how does a dog 
sense the world? We can't even imagine that. Biology accounts for huge 
variances in regards to how different creatures respond to their 
environments. 

Therefore if you place a one year old human baby and a one year old 
chimpanzee in the same room and observe them for a while, you may 
note similarities in their behavior, but you'll also recognize many, many 
differences.(source) On the other hand, consider that those differences 
may only seem remarkable from our own perspective. An 'alien' creature 
may not detect much of a difference between them. 




Ok, so let's suppose the kid is now six years 
old and already has a relatively large 
vocabulary, i.e. he understands language and 
ask questions. The kid asks things like 'what 
is a door?', 'what is a chair?', 'when you press 
that 'thing', why does the light go on?', etc.. 
Now consider that without someone to teach 
him these words and expose him to that 
environment, the child would not be able to 
ask any questions. Most people don't ask 
why galaxies move apart from one another 
at accelerating rates or how neutrinos are 
formed, simply because they are not even 
aware of these facts. Questions arise as a 
result of knowledge and language. The more 
knowledge a person gains, the more 
associations they make and, consequently, 
the more questions they formulate to help 
complete those associations. 

Speaking of questions, we might be inclined 
to think that this is all quite 'natural' to 
humans. But is it because of the question 
mark? In other words, is it because we have 
language skills and we are the ones 
observing and judging the behavioral 
differences? 

If a six year old chimpanzee in the same 
room tries to open the door but can't, she 
may then try kicking it, walking around the 
room, examining it from different angles and 
perspectives, and so on. Isn't the 
chimpanzee's reaction similar to a human 
who asks 'what is a door' or 'what is behind 
the door? Perhaps the only difference is in 
the sophistication of our use of language. 



So, what we call 'human curiosity' may just amount to 
our sophisticated biology and the sophisticated 
environment we grow in. If you were to raise a newborn 
child in an empty room (only feeding him from time to 
time) and he is not exposed to stimuli such as light, 
sound, human interaction, and so on, would you expect 
this child to become curious in the sense we understand 
it today? 

The notion of 'curiosity 1 does not have a proper meaning, 
because it attempts to define dynamic behavioral 
patterns that continually change, while we are also 
limited by a relatively new technology called language 
to try and define this. Humans have complex biology 
and are part of a complex environment, resulting in even 
more complex and dynamic behaviors. 

What drives people (motivation and curiosity) is entirely 
created by the culture/environment that one is exposed 
to. The culmination of these environmental forces may 
cause some to want to kill over a piece of candy, some 
will only help short people, while some others may lose 
interest about the world, or themselves. Humanity is 
made up of many brains, each experiencing moderately 
to significantly different personal and external 
environments. 

IN THE END, HERE IS THE SITUATION 
THAT EXISTS TODAY: 

- There are many people who believe they perform better in 
certain circumstances if incentivized (by money, sex, 
badges, toys, food, whatever). 

- There are many people who believe they perform better in 
certain circumstances if not incentivized (you leave them 
alone and they do their 'job') 

- Complex projects have been brought to life out of fear, 
profit, or slavery 

- Complex projects have been brought to life by 
cooperation, sharing, and without slavery 








One thing that is very obvious from all this is that when 
you rely on scarcity, fear, slavery, and other damaging 
motivational drivers, it hinders people's creativity, 
slows down science and technological progress, and 
can lead to increased ruination of our shared global 
environment. 

If extraordinary projects like LHC, many space missions, 
or perhaps the entirety of scientific and technological 
progress are achievable via cooperative means, then 
there is no excuse for promoting competition to 
achieve such goals. To find the most humane way of 
achieving progress in society, we have to treat people 
as creative assets, instead of livestock to be 'pushed' or 
otherwise forced to produce something. 

The issue here is that the global reliance on monetary 
systems depends on constant competition, fear, and 
debt-slavery to perpetuate itself. This brings about 
something that many call 'progress', but specifically 
within monetary terms and ideals that almost always 
place power positioning and financial profit well above 
human care and ecological concerns. This should make 
us wonder what 'progress' actually means today... 

Humanity can only achieve a more collaborative 
approach to progress by restructuring the entire 
system we live in. And this is what The Venus Project 
proposes. 

Here are some recommended articles to learn 
about new ways of collaborative education, how 
millions of people volunteer around the world 
with no monetary incentive, and why there is no 
proper or realistic way to quantify people's true 
skills within a monetary system: EDUCATION'S 
CORE /RETHINKING EDUCATION / VOLUNTEERING 
AROUND THE WORLD / VALUABLE WITHOUT A 
VALUE 




PLEASE DO NOT FORGET ABOUT 
TVP MAGAZINE'S YEARLY 
FUNDRAISING CAMPAIGN. WE 
CANNOT FUEL THIS MAGAZINE 
WITHOUT YOUR SUPPORT. THANK 
YOU SO MUCH ! 


DONATE TO YEARLY FUND DRIVE 



Thank you again for all the donations to our TVP 
Magazine yearly fundraising campaign! Those who 
donate are actively sharing responsibility for keeping it 
growing and available for the rest of the world, and you 
are some awesome human beings (or 'human doings')! 
We've also read all of your feedback messages, including 
those from Paypal. 

We need to remind everyone about the still ongoing 
campaign, as it is what fuels TVP Magazine. 

Unfortunately, we cannot keep such a time consuming 
project alive without financial support. We obviously 
don't have any exclusive perks or special 'rewards' to 
offer to those who donate, or those who donate more, 
but we recognize everyone as equal and your donations 
allow everyone in the world to gain the same access to 
all of the magazine's features (such as the TVPM app, the 
search feature for quickly locating specific information, 
the TVPM website content and functions, the PDF 
downloads, etc.). We hope you appreciate what we've 
been able to create, so far, and would love to hear ideas 
for further improving TVPMag. 

We work daily to bring you new and well-research 
articles, apps for mobiles, answer your questions, 
improve the website, and more. Based on past issues, if 
all (or most) of those visiting this page would donate 
5-10 Euros (almost 5-10 dollars) we would very quickly 
raise all the funds needed to keep the magazine going 
until April 2016. Please help if you can. 


Thanks! 





You might often hear about depression, ADHD, or any kind of 
'mental disorders' as being a properly defined 'thing', and that 
there are even 'cures' for them. In our special TVP Magazine on 
psychology, we argued that mental 'disorders' may not be a 
properly defined and understood aspect of psychology, but let's 
suppose that they are. 

Even if it proves true and they are shown to be similar to biological 
diseases, there are big problems with the way humans currently 
approach this situation today. I will try to exemplify this focusing 
on cancer. 


Cancer is nothing more than your body's own cells going 
'rogue'. It is 'evolution' in action, where cells mutate and 
become harmful to you. We then call them cancerous. 

There is still no cure or standard treatment for cancer. The way 
these cells mutate and behave inside your body is so varied 
and unpredictable across so many different types of cancer 
that there is no one single solution to get rid of them all. If 
someone has lung cancer, the doctors can't give them the 
exact same treatment that was given to another human being 
with a similar type of cancer, because each cancer is (mostly) 
unique, so a generic treatment either won't work or it's likely to 
be very inefficient. Doctors take a sample of the cancer tissue 
and carefully analyze it to understand its uniqueness. They 
sometimes put the cancerous tissue into lab rats, growing it 
inside their bodies so that they can test new drugs and see the 
results on a living creature. 

The entire story of cancer is one of trial and error, that led 
doctors to understand that every cancer patient is unique. 

Even if the same treatment works for killing two similar types 
of cancer in two different patients, they may experience 
different side effects from that treatment. So keep in mind 
that this is a very tough task. Watch this documentary series to 
better understand this aspect. 

Now here's the issue with the categorisation and 
medicalization of human behavior: if we can't provide the 
same treatment to people with similar cancer cells because we 
understand how complicated cancer is, even though we're in a 
situation where we can see the 'thing' (the cancer) and study it 
in a lab, how can we dare to think that one treatment approach 
can work for something that we cannot even properly define, 
let alone isolate, like 'depression? 


Smoking and certain types of foods or chemicals are all 
strongly correlated with a bunch of cancer types, but even this 
correlation is hard to properly determine, even after year¬ 
long studies with millions of subjects. The same goes for 
genes that are correlated with a risk of heart diseases, 
diabetes, or other kind of diseases: the correlation is not 
properly understood because it also depends on the 
environment that the human experiences, e.g. if they smoke, 
exercise, get stressed, what they eat, etc.. Each of these 
variables exerts more or less effect on the potential 
development of cancer (or other diseases) and are very 
difficult to spot, if they can be accounted for at all. 

Now consider how many influences affect one's behavior. 
Countless! Parents, school, friends, pets, tv, internet, 
conversations, dreams, sex, food, exercise, etc., and then add 
to that ALL of one's interactions, experiences and thoughts. 
There is no gene that is properly associated with any so-called 
‘mental disorder', so if you can't make a strong (if any) 
correlation between genetics and certain types of behaviors, 
it's quite unscientific to try to define some behaviors as 
‘illnesses', and then try to 'cure' all of the ones that seem 
similar with the same treatments. 



Let me exemplify: there are some genes that seem to be correlated 
with so-called violent behavior and we discussed this in a previous 
article. To update the information on it a bit, there are some studies 
that highlight how certain specific neural activity patterns (brain 
configurations) and the presence or lack of certain genes are found 
in many violent murderers. 

So, they are describing physical 'markers' that were found in violent 
criminals, and how there seems to be a correlation there. But what 
they also found is that the same kinds of brain structures and 
‘patterns', or genes, are also found in 'normal' people, too; people 
with no violent background. More than that, these brain structures 
are thought to be the result of an abusive environment (the most 
likely explanation right now). 

Their conclusion is that no one is born a criminal or violent or with a 
specific brain structure, even if they later on show some biomarkers 
that are associated with such behavior. You can explore the latest 
science on genes and behavior through this 2015 BBC documentary 
reviewing more than 50 years of research, which shows that the 
environment is always a defining factor when it comes to violent 
behavior, and that the environment is capable of shaping the brain's 
structure. 


I strongly suggest that you contemplate how a science like medicine is 
managed, with rigorous methods and lab tests, and where 
assumptions are not accepted. When some people try to define 
human behavior, they seriously oversimplify it and make a lot of 
inaccurate assumptions. 

When it comes to cancer, you are likely to look for a few very 
influential habits, such as smoking or exercise, to see if they may be 
related to the condition or not. On the other hand, when it comes to 
analyzing human behavior, not only do you have to look for trauma, 
but also for all of the environment one is exposed to, which is, I know, 
unrealistic to do. But you should not ignore that fact, nor suppose it is 
not important. One's behavior may have been significantly influenced 
by a four-minute exposure to a horror film back in their youth, or a 
dream, or any number of other influences that you or the patient may 
never be able to identify. 

To say that you know what depression is (or any kind of 'mental 
illness') in a scientific and medical manner is purely unscientific. The 
only way to realistically deal with human behavior is to apply the new 
approach to cancer: individual 'treatments'. But it's important to look 
at it as 'individual care'. I may be depressed because I lost my dog, 
someone else may be depressed because she is not happy with some 
aspects of her appearance, and so on. You cannot provide the same 
'treatment' for everyone and think that you understood their 
behaviors, not even when there are signs that such a generic 
treatment is 'improving' their moods. Why? 



Around seventy years ago, radiation and chemotherapy were used 
to treat cancer in a blind way, messing up people's bodies and 
always leaving them feeling much worse than before treatment. 
Some were indeed 'cured', for a while, but then the cancer 
reappeared. Simply put, they did not understand cancer at all. A 
few years later, they observed how a specific type, lung cancer, was 
dramatically increasing among the population. They tried the same 
methods to 'cure' it, largely unsuccessfully, until they realized the 
correlation between the environment (smoking habits developed 
during that period of time) and the cancer increase. 

More studies were performed and the correlation became even 
stronger. Once they more fully understood that and managed to 
reduce smoking among the population (following a strong fight with 
the money-motivated industries that produced and marketed 
cigarettes), the prevalence of lung cancer dropped among the 
people. They had uncovered an environmental causation for a 
particular cancer and, instead of relying on historically ineffective 
methods of killing cancer inside people's bodies, they prevented it 
from happening in the first place by reducing smoking among 
people. 

It is thought that such 'cancer prevention' approaches will save far 
more lives than cancer treatments. So, prevention is very strongly 
preferred over treatment! 



That level of scientific inquiry should also be applied to psychology 
that deals with behaviors: to try to understand how the environment 
affects human behavior and what produces certain harmful behaviors. 
If you then want to try to 'cure' those behaviors by preventing them, 
we will likely need to 'fight' the current establishment system in order 
to change the environment, like the medical researchers did for 
reducing the smoking habit. 

It is indeed a very tough challenge, but it's the only one that make 
sense, and it has been proven to work across many medical fields. 

If you study human behavior, but ignore environment from the 
equation or only consider it slightly, it's like restricting yourself to 
studying cancer in a petri dish without having a clue how that cancer 
reacts with one's body, what effects it produces within the body, and 
what environmental 'forces' can also trigger it or affect it in different 
ways (growth, severity, spread, etc.). 


Because of the widespread, irresponsible use of sensationalistic or 
otherwise meaningless words, many news sources create a significantly 
distorted view of the world, and this contributes to confusion concerning 
'mental illnesses'. This may be a direct cause of why so many believe 
that some people are born violent, or that depression is a genetic 
disease. 

To give you an example: this title recently made its debut on the World 
Wide Web: "Depression Can Physically Alter Your DNA". The title looks 
like it is saying something exact. But is it? 

I decided to read the actual scientific study that was published in 2015, 
instead of the news article describing it. So what does the experiment 
really show? Well, they define 'depression' as stress, whatever that 
means. For instance, if you force a rat to swim, deprive it of sleep, or do 
other nasty stuff to it, each of those counts as stress (they actually did 
those things for the experiment). So, about 11 thousand human 'rats' 
(people participating in the experiment), where half were 'diagnosed' 
with Major Depression (through observational behavior) and half were 
not, were analyzed deep down, looking at the DNA inside their cells. 

What they found was a correlation between this stressed Major 
Depression 'situation'/mood that many were experiencing and some DNA 
variations. If some had been sexually abused or if they had experienced 
a severe trauma in their past, but they were not in a depressed state at 
the time of the experiment, they didn't exhibit this alteration. Consider, 
then, that these study results may only be uncovering a simple biomarker 
for the current state of mood one happens to be in at any given time. 


Meaning, if you get fired from a job and become 'depressed' (deprived of 
sleep, do not eat well, feel sad, etc.) for a few weeks and they do this test on 
you during that period, then you will exhibit those biomarkers. But if you 
find a new job the next day and that elevates your mood significantly, the 
study suggests that your DNA alterations will likely reverse within a few 
days. 

The entire study shows that a stressful situation may produce a marker on 
some, but not all, cells' DNA, and to various degrees. This variation may or 
may not trigger other health issues, but they did not write much about that 
aspect. This finding is similar to how you may lose weight, experience 
headaches, or cry more frequently when you are stressed. You might then 
ask whether the tears are supporting the 'depression', or is it the other way 
around? Well, the study also mentions, and shows very clearly, that the 
opposite is not true: if you artificially make these changes to one's DNA, the 
person will not become "depressed". In other words, they found no 
causality for depression in the DNA. 

Another interesting thing to recognize is that they call the rats 'stressed' and 
then describe what they mean by that (sleep deprivation, forced swimming, 
etc.), but then said that some of the people in their study are 'depressive'? 
Imagine it the other way around, with them trying to call the rats depressive, 
and the humans stressed, by whatever factors you may identify. That way, 
you might learn what environmental factors caused the stressing of the 
human's moods and then 'fix' that to 'cure' the 'depression'. Right? 

If you were a scientist rat and observed this experiment performed by 
humans on your fellow rats, would you diagnose those stressed rats as 
'depressed' and try to provide medication to cure it? Or would you try to 
stop the humans from stressing the rats in the first place? That's a big 
contrast in focus that could significantly improve people's mental health: 
look at the environment. 

If someone commits suicide and you say they took their 
own life because of 'depression', you will never, ever 
understand why they committed suicide. That is as 
nonsensical and absurd as saying they committed suicide 
because of tears. Suicide does not happen BEcause of the 
depression, but rather from THE cause of the depression. 


If you want to understand the world in general, you have to dig deep into 
the science (human body, atoms, cells, the universe, experiments). If you 
read the actual study on stress and DNA alterations entirely, it shows 
how science is done, although their choice of some words (like 
depression) should have been chosen more carefully. But the hurried 
interpretation of such studies by many news sources clearly shows that 
when you oversimplify or hype the science, you can very easily create 
mass confusion. 

One very popular website (20 millions followers on Facebook) that 
published this study said "This study has exciting potential for future 
treatment of depression. Since the molecular changes in the DNA are 
reversible, there is now the possibility to assess how successful 
treatment is on a molecular level." 

But the study clearly says something completely different: "We 
emphasize that the molecular changes we observe are neither risk 
factors nor causes of MD (Major Depression). The correlation between 
stress, mtDNA, and telomere length is contingent upon MD; we could find 
no evidence that stressful life events act via changes in mtDNA or 
telomere length to increase the risk of MD. Thus, our data provide no 
support for a role of changes in the amount of mitochondrial DNA or 
length of telomeres in regulating mood." 

So, pay close attention to news sources, trying to find and read the actual 
studies they are derived from, even though they can often be more 
difficult to comprehend (long text and complex words). Or perhaps wait 
for a smarter A.I. that can simplify these studies for an easier read, 
without interpreting them in erroneous ways. :) 


When it comes to defining, understanding and modifying human 
behavior, think of how complex it is to understand and try to cure 
cancer, so that you might better understand that 'behavior' is much 
more complex, and simple definitions cannot possibly encapsulate the 
multitude of interactions that create individually unique behaviors. 

Unlike cancer, which is a byproduct of multiple cell divisions and some 
environmental influences, human behavior seems to be solely a 
byproduct of the environment, providing us with a path towards 
'curing' harmful behaviors by altering the environment. We need to 
take advantage of that, but it's not always so easy to do. We detailed 
how this should be approached in a previous article, and we highly 
recommend that you read it. 
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Throughout this series (Human and/vs Machine), we have 
discussed "man" and "machine" as two separated entities. 
But the fact remains that we are all made from the same 
building blocks, and those building blocks are all 
mechanical. In this "Human-Machine" installment, I will try 
to show you why it is important to look at the human body 
as a 'machine' (which indeed it is), so that we can 
understand its parts and how they work together. 

This view allows the potential to 'fix' and enhance bodies 
without any need of electronic or mechanical devices, but to 
instead 'tweak' the biological-mechanical ones for each 
desired purpose. From 3D printing organs, to the ability to 
grow tissue, and even the process of creating a human, let's 
go through them all. 




When agriculture first emerged about 12,000 years ago, there were 
around 15 million humans on the planet. Now consider this: that is 5 
millions less than the population of New York. Crazy, isn't it? But what's 
even crazier is that the resulting rise in terms of 'billions' occurred at 
such a relatively rapid pace. It only took about 12,000 years for humans 
to grow from 15 million to 1 billion (year 1804), but then only 123 more 
years to double, 33 years to reach 3 billion, and then around 12 years for 
every additional billion, reaching more than 7 billion humans at the 
present.(source) 

Now comes the question: how much did Earth weight when there were 
only 15 million people, compared to the 7 billion it 'hosts' today? 
Although humans weight very little compared to the entire Earth, would 
there be a measurable difference that they have brought to this? The 
interesting answer is that this is a trick question, as the planet would 




Well..., almost. Except for the dust (cosmic objects) that may have fallen 
onto Earth from space, and the 'stuff' that Earth may lose through the 
nuclear reactions at its core(source), all of the stuff you see -mountains, 
people, clothes, smartphones, candies, the dinosaurs that existed, cars, 
cats, trees, and so on- are all recycled atoms. It's the same massive 
handful of tiny atoms, just arranged in different ways to create all of this 
complexity. 

Humans are indeed bits of other humans, bits of valleys, furniture, dogs, 
even feces. What was once an atom that helped formed a dinosaur, may 
very well be part of your nose right now, or part of your spleen. 

One interesting thing to keep in mind is that most of the elements (types 
of atoms) that make up your body can only be formed as a star explodes. 
Only then! This means that at least one star had to explode for you and 
me to be here. As the song goes, we are stardust. 




So, atoms make up cells, and although there are 
many kinds of cells out there, only two kinds of 
these cells make up you. 


MEET YOUR REAL PARENTS: 
THE EGG AND SPERM CELLS 





The process of reproduction seems very complex, but the main thing 
that has to happen is for these two 'parent' cells to meet. 

We may see it complicated because one of these tiny little structures 
needs to migrate from one body to another and they meet via a rather 
complex path. In the same way that you can inject drug molecules or 
nanobots into the human body by the billions, 'hoping' that some of 
them will eventually reach their intended destination, the same 
approach is taken by sperm cells that are (normally) 'injected' via the 
penis 'syringe' into the female's body via the vagina. 

There are typically hundreds of millions of such tiny sperm cells in a 
single 'injection', and because they move around like crazy, some of 
them may end up in the right place. But even if an egg happens to 
also be in that place if/when they arrive there, only one of the sperm 
cells can combine with the egg cell to make up another human. 

But keep in mind that this is just a very short and 
simplified description, as it's actually more 
complicated than that. 

The human female can produce a finite amount of such 
egg-cells(source). About 400 of them, with each having 
the potential to become 'new humans' via combination 
with sperm cells. So, if you are a female, you live long 
enough, most of your egg cells are ok for reproduction, 
and you are able to take in sperm cells at the right time 
(wherever/however you choose to seek them), then you 
could potentially produce around 400 human children. 
Of course, it's not really that simple. 

As this animation shows, egg cells are only 'released' 
one at a time from their 'shells' (inside the female body) 
over about 35 years of a female's lifetime. Then 
consider that each released egg can only survive for 
roughly 24-48 hours after 'release', and the average 
lifespan of a sperm cell that found its way into a female 
uterus is also about 24-48 hours. So, although sperm 
cells are typically introduced into a female in huge 
quantities, they have a very narrow 'window of 
opportunity' to reach an egg and trigger the 
transformation. 




Ovulation happens each month when one of a woman's 
LATIO N two ovar i es releases a mature egg. It happens about two 

weeks after the first day of her last menstrual period. 


SPERM'S 

JOURNEY 


A man may ejaculate 40 million tol50 million sperm, which 
start swimming upstream toward the fallopian tubes on 
their mission to fertilize an egg. Fast-swimming sperm can 
reach the egg in a half an hour, while others may take days. 
The sperm can live up to 48-72 hours. Only a few hundred 
will even come close to the egg, because of the many 
natural barriers that exist in a woman's body. 


FERTILIZATION 


It takes about 24 hours for a sperm cell to 
fertilize an egg. When the sperm penetrates 
the egg, the surface of the egg changes so that 
no other sperm can enter. At the moment of 
fertilization, the baby's genetic makeup is 
complete, including whether it's a boy or girl. 



CELL 


The fertilized egg starts growing fast, dividing 
into many cells. It leaves the fallopian tube 
and enters the uterus three to four days after 



fertilization. In rare cases, the fertilized egg 
does not leave the fallopian tube. This is 
called a tubal pregnancy or ectopic pregnancy 
and is a danger to the mother. 


DIVISION 


source 


Watch this animation to see how the 'adventure' of the sperm cell 
is mechanistic and based on 'chances', as most sperm ceils end 
up trapped in different parts of the female's body, some are even 
'killed' by the female's 'immune system', showing how there is no 
'purpose' to the immune system or any such process, as they are 
only reactions to different stimuli. It's not that the immune 
system wants to protect one's body. If an 'immune system' is 
tuned to react to a specific molecular shape and it turns out that 
the sperm cells have shapes that are similar, then the immune 
system will 'attack' them, too. Here's the video - 





Once the two 'real parents' meet and 
combine, all of the information for a new 
human is there. These'new baby 
instructions', containing contributions from 
the DNA of both parents, is complete and can 
already tell how tall the person will be, if they 
will have blue or green eyes, and even if they 
are predisposed to heart disease. Then again, 
only a little over half of these egg-sperm 
structures manage to survive and mature. To 
read more about how DNA from both parents 
combine to form new life, read our article on 
'evolution'. 







Given all the variables involved - the tiny structures that have to meet 
and combine, with all of the complex roads they have to follow - it's a 
marvelous wonder that humans (and other animals) are able to 
reproduce at all. It comes down to multiplicity: the sheer number of 
possibilities that allows such unique and complex events to happen. 

Saying that these two little creatures, the egg and sperm, are your 
'true 1 parents is not an exaggeration. Since most people are not fully 
aware of the complex process of reproduction, many people 'project' 
that the male and female contributors of the sperm and egg are the 
parents, and society contributes greatly to this misunderstanding. To 
help solidify this understanding, consider how we can take the egg and 
sperm from two humans, combine them in a lab, and then insert the 
resulting cell into a different female (surrogate) where the baby will 
develop. 


We may eventually be able to manage this entirely within the lab, no 
longer needing a surrogate to carry out the process of development. 
This shows how those two tiny structures are the 'true' parents of each 
one of us. Of course, they carry bits of information from the 
contributing male and female humans, which is why the baby is 
physically similar to them. 








NERVDUS 


For instance, 'nervous' tissue is what makes you 'alive', 
allowing you to respond and react. If an insect lands 
on your arm, it will stimulate hair follicles that, in turn, 
stimulate nerve cell receptors in your arm (part of a 
complex system throughout your body). 


We can currently recognize four types of tissue: 
nervous, connective, epithelial, and muscular. 
What this says is that there are some types of 
structures made of cells that have different 
properties. 


TISSUE 

A human consists primarily of cells; about 37 trillion of 
them covering around 200 different types. Some types 
of cells make up your heart, some others become your 
liver, and some are part of your blood. As these cells 
develop and begin working together as a whole, they 
form into tissue, and tissue does the same to create 
organs. And when organs 'cooperate', they make 
you, the human. 











That stimulation may be quickly transmitted 
to your brain (which is also a 'nervous' tissue 
type) and, based on a complex soup of past 
experiences (associative memory), you 
might ignore it, scream, observe its behavior 
or structure for a while, or whatever else you 
might do based on your upbringing. 

But this function is also based on how your 
biology works. The stimuli from the insect to 
your skin may not be transmitted to your 
brain and, instead, just go directly to the arm 
muscle beneath the insect, contracting it in a 
process that we call 'unconscious' (no brain 
thoughts involved). 








An interesting thing about nerve cells is that they do a 
simple thing, but individually: they can only transmit one 
signal at a time, and only with the same strength and 
speed they received from the nerve cell that passed it to 
them, making them basically like a 'simple repeater'. So, 
imagine it as a "beep" sound being passed from nerve 
cell to nerve cell along a string of these cells, where their 
only task is to fully preserve the intensity of the volume 
and length of the "beep" (not change it to "beeeeeep"). 



What is most relevant here is the 'frequency' of the signal 

transmitted. A slow "beep-beep-beep" 

moving through the nerve cell string may indicate part of 
your body's interpretation of a slight sensation (perhaps a 
light breeze on your face), while a more frequent "beep - 
beep - beep" signal may warn you of a more severe pain 
(maybe a hammer hitting your thumb instead of the nail). 





This is similar to how a computer works, where each 
switch (transistor) can only manage a simple on-off 
function, but through the use of multiple switches 
through the entire system, it can render a photo, play a 
video, reproduce your voice, etc. 


✓ 








In a similar way, a nerve cell can contn 
memory, initiating a sneeze, a laugh, a 

coldness or a simple twitch movement,_ 

complex system it is part of. Because of their 
number and interconnections, simple core elements 
(cells, transistors) are able to work together to render 
complex actions. 















































































































































MUSCLE 



'Muscle' tissue is what allows 
your arm to contract, your 
heart to pump blood, your 
'face'to talk, or to smile. If the 

nervous tissue is what allows 
for responses and reactions, 
muscular tissue is what makes 
movement possible. 

When a computer physically 
opens an old-fashioned DVD- 
ROM compartiment, it has to 
rely on multiple moving parts, 
including springs and elastic 
bands, gears and pulleys, and 
several other plastic parts. 

These parts make up the 
'musculature' of a computer: 
You click a mouse button, 
which activates part of 
software, that then sends a 
signal to another part of the 
physical computer to perform 
an action. This is very similar to 
how your body reacts via the 
nerve cells that then activate 
certain muscles, if the right 
buttons are 'pushed'. 





EPITHELIRL 


Tissues that form into organs need to be separated and encapsulated 
somehow to not 'break apart', 'combine' with other organs, and otherwise 
not be easily damaged. So, a bunch of another type of cells, called 
'epithelial', gives them structure and shape. They coat many of your 
organs, and even the exterior of your body. 

With support from some other cell types, the skin is mostly made up of 
this kind of tissue. It's this protective tissue that keeps organs somewhat 
separated. For example, you don't digest yourself because your stomach 
is coated with these types cells. Since they coat most of what makes up 
your body, your interaction with the universe is basically managed 
through these types of cells. 



Similarly, most parts of a computer are 
also isolated with all kinds of insulators, 
or else the energy would flow in ways that 
would 'fry' at least some of the computer's 
parts. These insulators are what allows 
different parts of a system to manage 
their own individual job and, ultimately, 
perform as a complete system. 




CONNECTIVE 




The last type of cells is the 
'connective' tissue which, well, 
connects all of the above 
together. Your body machine 
needs a skeleton (frame) and 
something to connect all of its 
parts. 

The connective tissue does that. 
Stretch your skin, flex your 
nose, or feel the bones in your 
fingers and you will gain a 
sense of what this type of tissue 
does. 

Without this connective tissue, 
you would be more like a pile 
of goo. 

Actually when you cook meat 
you do that to destroy the 
connective tissue that holds it 
up, so you can chew it. Without 
its structural components, from 
screws to metal bars, no 
computer is a computer. 











The human body is, well..., seriously complex, and 
made up of so many different kinds of cells that 
interact in so many ways. Each of the four types of 
tissue described above have even more 
subcategories to learn about, so this is only a very 
small representation of what the human body does 
or what it is. 

Check out this video illustrating just a tiny fraction 
of the life of microscopic events that happen 
inside everyone's body all the time - 



Visit this website to see ail of the types of tissues 
explained (with real 'photos') 












HERE ARE SOME REAL PHOTOS OF THE THE 
HUMAN BODY UNDER THE MICROSCOPE: 





Coloured scanning electron micro¬ 
graph (SEM) of sperm on the surface of 
a human egg (ovum) during 
fertilisation, (source) 



Red blood cells. False-colour scanning electron micrograph of a 
group of red blood cells (erythrocytes). They are travelling 
through an arteriole which is a small branch of an artery. 

During its short life (about four months) a red blood cell covers 
about 15km every day for a total of 1500km. In a litre of blood 
there are normally 5000 billion red blood cells. 

They transport oxygen from the lungs to the tissues where it is 
necessary for all metabolic processes. The carbon dioxide 
produced in these processes is returned to the lungs where it is 
exhaled. 





Scanning electron micrograph (SEM) of neurones (nerve cells) 
from the cerebral cortex - the outer, heavily folded, grey matter 
of the brain. 

Neurones exist in varying sizes & shapes throughout the 
nervous system, but all have a similar basic structure consisting 
of a central cell body and 2 types of processes: a single axon (a 
nerve fibre) which is the effector part of the cell that terminates 
on other neurones (or organs), and one or more dendrites, 
smaller processes that act as sensory receptors. In the cerebral 
cortex, neurones of comparable structure are arranged in a 
variable number of layers. 





Light micrograph of a section of human smooth muscle. It is 
composed of spindle-shaped cells grouped in irregular bundles. 
Each cell contains one nucleus per cell, seen here as a dark 
stained spot. Smooth muscle controls automatic reactions such 
as the contraction of blood vessels & of the gut. 




Human skin. Coloured scanning 
electron micrograph (SEM) of the 
outermost layer of human skin, 
the epidermis. The outer layer of 
the epidermis (the stratum 
corneum) is a tough coating 
formed from overlapping layers of 
dead skin cells, which are 
continually sloughed off and 
replaced with cells from the 
dividing layers beneath. The skin 
is the largest organ in the body. It 
protects the body from injury and 
dehydration, and assists in the 
regulation of body temperature. 


















Embryonic stem cells (ESCs), coloured scanning electron 
micrograph (SEM). ESCs are pluripotent, that is they are able to 
differentiate into any cell type. The type of cell they mature into 
depends upon the biochemical signals received by the immature 
cells. 


The Crash Course on Anatomy is also highly recommended to 
better understand all these processes 

Finally, we suggest these documentaries in order to gain a 
much stronger understanding of the massive 'universe' 
inside you, which may be even more complex than any 
'outside' world that we might eventually find on distant 
planets - http://videoneat.com/biology/ 


































Let's now look at some l usefull' stuff that we can do with these 
varied cells that make us, us. 

Cells make up the foundation of humans; how we breathe, breed, 
move, eat, hear, taste, and even think. If you were to lose one Leg, 
suddenly :o, not only would you not be able to walk anymore, but 
you would also leak essential fluids that would quickly end 'you'. 

A sneeze is nothing more than some tiny ‘things' inside of you 
reacting to various stimuli. When you close your eyelids because 
there is too much light, that is another mechanical reaction, 
triggered by the effects of the Sun's rays. 

So, how can we tweak our mechanical body to make it healthier? 

I used to repair computers a few years ago and I enjoyed taking 
parts from different computers and assembling them in many 
different configurations. But I quickly learned that some of these 
parts were not compatible with others. Some CPUs (processors) 
do not 'fit' on some motherboards (the foundation of a computer 
system); even if they fit physically, some still cannot work with the 
rest of the system because of other incompatibilities (frequency, 
overheating due to a lack of a good heat dispersal system, and so 
on); even more interestingly, even if they fit and the system seems 
to work, you may later on realize that some parts do not work 
properly due to other less-obvious incompatibilities between 
them that you were not initially able to detect. I once had a RAM 
memory disk (computer stuff) that was performing at half of its 
rated capacity because it could not communicate with the rest of 
the system very well. 

You may be able to take a hand from a dead body and try to 
connect it to a living human, but if the tiny bits that connect all the 
tissues between the hand and the body do not match properly, 
you cannot attach it. Even if you can attach it, the hand may not 
function properly. A human is far more complex than a desktop 
computer, so the potential for incompatibility is much higher. This 
is why organ transplants are not that efficient and pose many 
dangers. But unlike a computer that cannot be that much 
improved or repaired without swapping out parts, a human body 
can be tweaked. 



There are currently 3 promising methods/techniques 
toward achieving that: 

1. Creating building blocks ( Transforming one cell into 
another and creating new custom cells) 

2. Manipulating building blocks ( Manipulate cells' DNA) 
3 Creating human parts from these building blocks 

(.Assembling cells and manipulating their growth) 


GREETING 
BUILDING BLDCKE 

Transforming one cell into another and 
creating new custom cells 

This is the key, as it provides us with the many lego-like 
building blocks that we need. Although we have many 
different types of cells in our bodies, each with different 
structures and performing different functions (liver cells, 
muscle cells, neurons, etc.), they all have the same DNA, 
which is uniquely yours. 

Remember: the entirety of you is only made from two cells 
(a sperm and egg cell). So then, how is it that you now have 
so many varied types of cells? What differentiates a lung 
cell from a liver cell is how the DNA's genes (parts of the 
DNA) are expressed (turned on or off). While the same code 
is inside all cells, different parts of it activate in different 
ways to give different cells their unique shapes, and thus 
unique functionalities. That's really all it is. 




There are some types of cells that can be found in 
'undeveloped' humans (after a sperm and egg combine, and 
then form a few embryonic 'stem cells) that you can extract, 
add them to a heart muscle, for example, and they will become 
heart cells. These are 'undefined' cells that can become any 
kind of cell. That's how'magical'it is. What they become is 
regulated by what signals (chemicals) the cells eventually 
interact with (the environment). 



So, if you put them in liver muscle, they become liver cells; in a 
lung, they become lung cells; and so on. In this way, they can 
transform into any kind of cell, based on the 'environment' 
within which they find themselves placed. It is similar to how a 
Christian, a thief, a programmer, a football player or a scientist 
are each created by the environments that they are exposed to. 
They start out (as babies) basically the same, and then 
differentiate based on what their total environment causes 
them to become. 



Collecting stem cells from 
undeveloped 'human creatures' 
(embryos) is a bit tricky due to 
availability, and the fact that you 
'destroy' a potential human in the 
process. However, you can also 
find them inside your own body. 
Your skin completely replaces 
itself every 30 days or so, made 
possible by stem cells inside you 
that transform into skin cells. 


The same goes for your intestinal lining, liver, and other 
organs/tissues. These stem cells are less potent than the 
embryonic type (cannot transform into as many cell types), but 
they are still a fantastic tool that people are already working 
with. Keep these stem cells in mind, as they are perhaps the 
most important building blocks available to us because of their 
ability to 'morph' into any kind of cell. 








BLOOD STEM CELL 



RED BLOOD CELLS 



WHITE BLOOD CELLS 
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Within your bone marrow, there is a type 
of stem cell that can produce/transform 
into red or white blood cells. Mutations of 
these stem cells can occur and, if they give 
rise to many 'mutant' white cells, we call 
them 'cancerous'. This is because your 
body becomes unable to produce enough 
of the 'good' cells and you end up with 
more 'mutant' (non-functional cells) than 
normal healthy ones. 

We can kill these cancerous cells with 
chemotherapy (substances), but that also 
kills some of the good stem cells that were 
producing the 'good stuff' for you, making 
this approach highly problematic. 

However, we are now able to inject new 
stem cells into the bone marrow following 
chemotherapy treatments, and they start 
producing 'good' cells for your body. 

This is similar to spraying pesticide on an 
insect-devastated crop of vegetables. It 
kills the insects, and the vegetables, but 
you can then plant new seeds to produce 
vegetables again. 

So, a stem cell is a kind of seed that can 
become any kind of cell, depending on 
where it's 'planted'. 

Imagine having the same seed producing 
any kind of plant, the way that stem cells 
become any kind of cell. That would be 
awesome and we just might someday be 
able to invent such a thing. 



But here is another fantastic discovery: as I mentioned 
earlier, the cells inside your body share the same DNA, but 
expressed in different ways to create different types of 
cells. What if you could tweak the DNA of a muscle cell, 
for example, and transform it back into a stem cell, so it 
can then be transformed again into becoming another 
kind of cell. 

Well, it turns out that you can, and these 'reverted' stem 
cells are almost as potent as the embryonic ones.(source) 
The best part? As in the previous example of transplanting 
a hand, your body may reject stem cells from other sources 
(like the potent embryonic ones), but transforming your own 
cells into stem cells solves that problem. As a result, 
scarcity of stem cells, along with the potential for rejection, 
is quickly becoming a thing of the past. 




I also recommend this short Khan Academy video explaining 
more about stem cells, as this is such an important field of 
research that everyone should be aware of 






1. ISOLATE CELLS FROM PATIENT 
(SKIN) AND GROW THEM IN A DISH 


2. TREAT CELLS WITH 
"REPROGRAMING" 
FACTORS 



3. WAIT A FEW WEEKS 


4. CHANGE CULTURE 
CONDITIONS TO STIMULATE 
CELLS TO DIFFERENTIATE 
INTO A VARIETY OF CELL 
TYPES 





CARDIAC 

MUSCLE 

CELLS 


BLOOD CELLS 


GUT CELLS 



MHNIPULHTINE 
BUILDING BLDCKS 

Manipulating cell DNA 



Maybe you're thinking that's the best trick that 
humans can manage. It's not! 

A virus is a 'biological' nanobot that can infiltrate a 
cell and then replicate, thereby destroying the cell or 
editing it's code (the DNA), which transforms the cell 
into a cancerous one.(source) On the other hand, you 
can isolate and edit such a virus so when it infiltrates 
a cell, it then edits/modifies the cell's DNA in an 
intentional way, for instance, to fix errors in that DNA 
or to create a specific new type of cell (give it new 
properties/functionality). 

Here's what they can do today: they take stem cells 
that make red blood cells from your bone marrow and 
put them in a 'bag' (container) - billions of them. They 
then use an 'edited' virus to then edit these stem 
cells in a way that the stem cells become another 
kind of cell that can target specific diseases. Then 
they inject these modified stem cells back into your 
bone marrow, allowing your body to begin producing 
these 'mutant protector' cells. In other words, your 
body becomes a medicine factory. They did this for a 
very rare disease, where 'fatty acids' build up in one's 
brain, killing the person before they reach the age of 
10. Once the body started to add these 'mutant' cells 
to the child's bloodstream, they circulated through 
his brain, connected with these dangerous 'fatty 
acids', and reduced them, saving the child's life. 

It's quite amazing that we can edit our own cells and 
insert them back into our bodies in order to become 
its own medicine producing factory. I highly 
recommend this TED talk to learn more about this - > 









MUTATED STEM CELLS 
CREATE NEW KIND OF CELLS 


3. NEW STEM CELLS 
CREATED 


2. VIRUSES ARE PUTINA 
BAG WITH BILLIONS OF 
BLOOD STEM CELLS 


VIRUS WITH 
PAYLOAD 


4. NEW STEM 
CELLS INSERTED 
INTO THE BONE 
MARROW 


1. EXTRACT BLOOD 
STEM CELLS 










lREhTINE humhn prrts from 

THESE BUILDINE BLOCKS 

Assembling cells and manipulating their growth 


Now that you understand how important these techniques are, as they 
allow us to create new building blocks that can transform into basically 
any kind of cells we need, we can move on and look at methods of 
putting these cells together in more complex ways, controlling their 
assembly, and do some really useful things with them :). 


One method is to basically 3D-print these cells in any kind of shape you 
may want. This is already happening and, as an example, liver cells have 
been printed in this fashion. They survive for many days in a special 
environment where they are fully functional. So, imagine taking a 
sample of cells from one of your own organs, grow a bunch of them 
and then 'print 1 them into small samples (any shape you want), so that 
various drugs can be tested on them. 
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This is huge! Why? Animals have been traditionally used for drug 
testing over many hundreds of years, which looks extremely primitive 
compared to what it will become 'the norm' in a few years time. Simply 
put, a mouse is not you. Not even another human is you. You are 
unique, so you require unique, personalized medicine. 


So, taking a wide variety of primary cells from your body (liver, lung, 
heart, etc.) and printing them into three dimensional samples of them 
(replicating the real living environment they developed in), you can now 
test all kinds of treatments, over extended periods of time, on what is 
effectively your own body, quickly arriving at the best known treatment 
for your uniqueness, all while saving many other creatures from being 
subjected to all manners of testing, or even death. 





This also describes the main use of 3D-printed tissue (cells) today, as it 
is not yet feasible to print large chunks of tissue (such as a full-size liver 
or heart). The issue is that cells require oxygen and nutrition, usually 
delivered by a native blood vessel system, but such a support system 
has not yet been integrated into this printing method. I suspect it won't 
be long before this becomes reality, because another method of 
assembling tissue is to grow it alongside structures that can be printed 
from materials other than cells. 

For instance, you can 3D map a real blood vessel system, print it with 
polymers or other materials, and then grow cells around and inside it. 

Damaged skin can be 'fixed', for example, with materials that can be 
printed and applied to one's arm, making it possible for the person to 
regrow his/her own skin on them (stimulating cell growth) from his/her 
own cells. 

Since the structure to be printed can take on, perhaps, near-infinite 
forms, then imagine the potential for growing cells along the 'lines' of 
any kind of structural form. You might print a 3D scaffold of the heart 
and then grow heart tissues inside it. Then again, you can already take a 
heart and wash it with detergent (really) in order to remove all of the 
cells and other 'stuff' inside, leaving you with a complete, already built 
scaffold (no need to 3D print), into which you can inject heart cells from 
anyone's body and let them 'do their thing'. Voila, the end result is a 
new fully-functional heart. You can even do this with a pig's heart and it 
can become 'yours'. This field is still in its infancy, but is hugely 












Endothelial 
precursor cells 
are pumped into 
the blood vessels 




Heart-muscle 
precursor cells 
are injected into 
muscle spaces 
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A pulsing flow of 
nutrients forces 
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Electrical stimulation 
helps the heart muscles 
to contract on their own 


This one-hour talk on the topic of replacing/enhancing one's 
biology goes into more details about all the technologies 
presented so far. 
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Tweaking these building blocks of ours, the cells, and then 
integrating them into our body, printing them into samples 
to better test and understand future treatments, and even 
creating scaffolds that can be populated with them to 
function as new replacement organs, is a huge 
advancement for human societies, because one of the most 
'problematic' challenges over all of human history has been 
management of the health of humans. Simply put, people 
often 'break', so they need frequent repairs. These new 
technologies consume far less resources and energy and 
are far more advanced and focused than anything we've 
had before. Plus, they hold the promise of 'fixing' almost 
anything that may go wrong with the human body. Instead 
of looking for an organ donor for a transplant, we can just 
repair the broken one, or make or grow a direct replacement 
from your own cells. 


LIVER 



Because it is such a complex part of the human body, you 
can't grow a fully-functional limb (or even a 10% functional 
one). Then again, there may not be much relevance to that 
approach when you can grow the individual parts of a limb 
(or whatever body part). So, if there are issues with certain 
types of cells inside an arm (muscle, blood vessels, bone, 
etc.), you can target-fix those. But then consider that there 
are some animals that automatically regrow lost limbs or 
other complex parts of their bodies. This is an even newer 
field of research to better understand how it might be 
applied to humans. Perhaps one day we will even be able 
to do that.(source) 

With the techniques that we have presented so far, 
humans have been able to build and manipulate a wide 
variety of human 'parts' (some not fully functional yet): 

bone tissue, liver tissue, heart cells, multilayered skin, 
kidneys, hearts, tracheas, ears, noses, vaginas, muscle tissue, 
thymus, lungs, tiny 'brains', bladder, blood vessels, tiny 
stomachs, and so much more... 


Having an identical biological 'avatar' of you, in the form of 
tissues and organs, can provide us with huge advantages for 
drug testing and treatment, as well as for body parts 
replacements and enhancements. 


The main purpose of this article is to help you better 
understand the basics of this emerging medical 
approach. It will become more and more visible over 
the next few years, and is such an important part of 
how medical care will be (or at least should be) done. 

Every time you hear about 3D-printed or lab-grown 
organs, think about the fact that they are basically 
manipulating cells into tissues and, with the help of 
3D-printed biodegradable structures or washed 
scaffolds, they then mold these cells into organs. 
That is the basis of all of this: cells and how to 
orchestrate them. I hope you can now better weigh 
these abundant news titles about human organs and 
have a better understanding of what we are capable 
of today, along with what we will likely be able to do 
in the near future. 

There are also numerous recently ramped up 
research efforts going on to stop or even reverse 
aging, as the longer we live, the cells that form our 
bodies become less able to manage their functions. 
There are more and more scientists emerging that 
see the various effects of aging on human health as 
'diseases' that perhaps can be 'cured'. There is a lot 
of noise about 'breakthroughs' in this area of 
research these days, but perhaps it is too soon to 
draw more than speculations. We may try to develop 
a separate article on this, to highlight the many ways 
that it would benefit our health to no longer 'age', as 
not all of them are 'obvious'. 

I also hope that you now recognize how 'mechanical' 
we really are. We are made of tiny creatures that we 
call 'cells', which are all part of a massive 'universe' 
inside us, although we are that 'universe', as "it" is us. 
Looking at it in this way, we are better able to 
understand how to improve it. 



Perhaps tweaking our body-machine in this way 
will make today's more typical mechanical and 
electronic devices (pacemakers, dialysis, 
crutches, etc.) look like primitive solutions. 
Nevertheless, combining both approaches will 
definitely end the scarcity of organ transplants, 
as it eventually makes the transplant method 
obsolete. 

But then consider that if this happens in today's 
profit-motivated world, it will take many dead 
bodies until these technologies become 
'important' enough for our money-society to 
provide for all (and then at a price). 

A major part of The Venus Project's vision is for 
the creation of abundance of goods and 
services to nurture the saner society it 
envisions. As such f the overall scarcity of 
medical treatments and replacement organs is 
one of the main, if not l the main', scarcities that 
TVP recognizes. 

TVP also recognizes that we need to more 
thoroughly explain how it would be eliminated 
within a global Resource-based Economy, as 
this is obviously a 'need' for all humans, rather 
than a culturally-based 'want'. I hope that this 
Human and/or Machine series has succeeded in 
providing some significant details on how that 
can be achieved, even with today's technology. 
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